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Appeal from the United States District Court  

for the Eastern District of Louisiana 
USDC No. 2:14-CV-2549 

 
 
Before REAVLEY, JONES, and GRAVES, Circuit Judges. 

PER CURIAM:*

A group of Louisiana retirees suffered losses at the hands of R. Allen 

Stanford’s Ponzi scheme. Those retirees later brought arbitration claims 

against Pershing, L.L.C. (a clearing broker for one of Stanford’s business 

entities), alleging various sorts of wrongdoing. The arbitrators ruled in 

Pershing’s favor, and both Pershing and the retirees filed lawsuits—Pershing 

to confirm the award and the retirees to vacate it. 

Following consolidation, the district court denied the retirees’ motion for 

summary judgment and granted Pershing’s motion for summary judgment, 

thereby confirming the arbitrators’ award. We agree with the district court’s 

decision, and we do so for essentially the same reasons contained in the district 

court’s order dated May 22, 2017.  

AFFIRMED. 

                                         
* Pursuant to 5TH CIR. R. 47.5, the court has determined that this opinion should not 

be published and is not precedent except under the limited circumstances set forth in 5TH 
CIR. R. 47.5.4. 
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